Here I argue that Kant is not a thoroughgoing Hobbesian in his approach to political philosophy and international relations. However I also suggest that Kant is heavily indebted to Hobbes for his conception of politics and has no wish to demolish wholly the Hobbesian edifice of an authoritative, centralised and well-ordered state. An analysis of those texts where Kant pays close attention to Hobbes's work demonstrates that Kant's approach to Hobbes's thinking about politics is appreciative and subtle. Kant greatly valued the symbolic force of Hobbes's depiction of the Leviathan and was at one with Hobbes's conclusion that subjects should not contemplate resistance to, least of all rebellion against, the sovereign of an existing civil commonwealth. Kant worked with the model of the Hobbesian state that had shaped the Westphalian international political order of his time, and he greatly appreciated the contribution of the idea of a fully sovereign national state that held sway over religious dissent to political and legal philosophy. Kant aimed, however, to go several steps further than Hobbes in attempting to bring the many fully sovereign national states into a gradually expanding peaceful federation that would provide a solid basis both for international law and domestic order. It is true that Kant ended up adopting a cosmopolitan perspective but this is not a cosmopolitan perspective that seeks to nullify the civil commonwealth of Hobbes's political philosophy but is rather subtly grafted on to it.
An intriguing recent development in world politics is the introduction of the idea of 'the responsibility to protect' pressed by some key members of the United Nations and intended to marshal support for the principle that under certain circumstances it is right for the international community to intervene in the internal affairs of states to prevent the grossest abuse of rights and the endangering of life.
1 The idea was formally introduced by the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty report sponsored by the Canadian government and published in 2001 (Report 2001). The Commission worked on the basis that 'sovereignty implies a dual responsibility: externally -to respect the sovereignty of other states, and internally, to respect the dignity and basic rights of all the people within the state' (Report 2001, 8) . Clearly this represents an approach to politics that does not pay full heed to Hobbes's attempt to link closely the protection that subjects receive with the obedience that subjects in turn owe to their rulers. Indeed it represents an approach that is strongly steeped in ideas of popular sovereignty not embraced by Hobbes. Given the strong ethical stand taken by the commission it would appear that anyone starting from a Kantian perspective must share its goals and the means that it recommends for attaining them. Surely, the federation of peaceful states Kant advocates in Perpetual Peace would endorse such an attempt to bring justice to world politics? However, the object of this chapter is to show that this is far from being the case. Here I will show how Kant cautions against forcible intervention in the affairs of other states and endorses a pluralist view of world politics that puts the primary emphasis on states putting their own house in order. Kant does not try to subvert the Hobbesian model of state relations, which began to become current at his time, but rather attempts to work with it to develop a more harmonious international order. Kant opposes all attempts to encourage sovereign states to take up arms against each other, even where the objective is to improve international justice.
From a Kantian perspective the commission's interventionist approach rests on the paradox that it presupposes that action should be undertaken by an international body which according to the report itself falls short of the ideal of a world community. 'The responsibility to protect implies above all else a responsibility to react to situations of compelling need for human protection. When preventive measures fail to resolve or contain the situation and when a state is unwilling to redress the situation, then interventionary measures by other members of the broader community of states may
